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in England, by a writ of mandamus, or a diem clausi extremum,
directed to the sheriff of the county in which the lands lay; upon
the return of which, as a reward to the discoverer, at whose
instance the mandamus had been issued, he was allowed to have
the pre-emption of the land so escheated at two-thirds of its
value, or that it should be sold, and one-third of the proceeds of
sale paid to him.(t)

But, in that interval of time, between the years 1692 and 1715,
when the government of the province was taken into the hands of
the king, although the proprietary’s right of soil was admitted, it
was yet found difficult, or impracticable to have any such inquests
of office executed for his benefit, and as a safeguard to the rights
of the citizen ; and therefore, during that time, his agents issued:
warrants, and made out grants for all escheated lands without any
previous inquest. After the government was restored to the lord
proprietary, the granting of escheated lands without any previous
inquest of office was still continued ;(«) and this practice having been
followed up in the same way ever since, under the State government,
.the holding of an inquest of office in any such case must now be con-
sidered as having been thus virtually abolished.(v) He who disco-
vers the escheat and sues out an escheat warrant, is entitled, as
formerly, to have a patent for the land on paying two-thirds of its
value ; which value, instead of being ascertained, as formerly, by
inquest, is now estimated and returned by the surveyor under his oath
of office.(w) It has been laid down since the revolution, that the
State, as to the lands of the proprietary, stands in his place; and
that they remained subject to all claims and rights created and
acquired under the proprietary ;(z) and further, that by the acts of
confiscation, passed during the revolutionary war, all British pro-
perty was seized and vested in the State without office found.(y)

What is here said, in regard to inquests of office, must how-
ever be understood as applying only to cases where the lands of
a citizen have escheated on his death intestate without heirs; f?r
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